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Mr. Speaker, we need to have the

best educated, the most educated popu-
lation possible. The rhetoric clearly
understands this. Speeches that have
been made by Republican presidents,
started by Ronald Reagan and then
continued by George Bush, have always
said that America is at risk, that we
are a nation at risk if we do not pro-
vide proper education, and yet the Re-
publican majority has undertaken
budget cuts that are devastating. If en-
acted, this will be the largest setback
in education in our history. They will
be cut by 17 percent, while overall
spending is only being cut by 4 percent.

We need to come to grips with why is
this being done by the Republican ma-
jority. The proposal would deny mil-
lions of America’s children, youths and
adults precious opportunities for edu-
cation. They would slash funding for
basic and advanced skills.

The bills would deny access to col-
lege by eliminating student aid Pell
grants for 280,000 students. The budget
bill would jeopardize the education of
children with disabilities by shifting
some $1 billion in Medicaid costs for
health-related services for more than 1
million children with disabilities to
the States.

The legislation would eliminate help
for safe and drug-free schools, elimi-
nate most of the program that exists
throughout the school system all over
the Nation. The legislation would halt
progress on school reform and innova-
tion. The cuts would deny access to
Head Start for 180,000 children in the
year 2002, compared to the present 1995
enrollment in Head Start.

These are devastating cuts, the com-
bination of the two. Why do we have
the assault on the minimum wage, the
assault on workers in every way, mini-
mum wage, safety, Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act? Why do we have these cuts in
education which would allow the poor
to help themselves, allow the poor to
get into the mainstream and be able to
become part of the great middle class?

America has built a middle class over
the years through education, some-
thing called the GI bill of rights which
helped hundreds of thousands all in one
program. Then we had aid to higher
education that existed long before we
had aid to any other form of education.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to close at
this point and yield to my colleague,
but the question here I want to end
with is, what is it at work here in
Washington that goes beyond a concern
with balancing the budget? What is at
work here that goes beyond a desire to
streamline government?

There is a desire by an elite minority
to wipe out a certain segment of the
population. A massacre has been orga-
nized against the defenseless people at
the lowest rungs in our society, and
that has to be examined closely if we
are to understand where we are going
in the next 16 days.

In the next 16 days, the people out
there who have let it be known through
the polls that they support education,
in the next 16 days the people out there
who have overwhelmingly supported an

increase in the minimum wage, they
have to let it be known that they are
watching; and their common sense
should prevail over the kind of strange
behavior that is predominant here
among the Republican majority who
control the House of Representatives.
f

THE 7-YEAR BALANCED BUDGET IS
A CHARADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] for 33 min-
utes.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OWENS] for yielding to me.

The point that the gentleman was
making and has been making so clearly
about the minimum wage and the ne-
cessity for having a living wage in
order to be able to sustain one’s self in
today’s world is more than amply dem-
onstrated if we consider the budget ne-
gotiations now underway.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first
time that I have appeared on the floor
on this subject, but obviously you and
other colleagues and other citizens,
friends tuning in to our proceedings,
may not have heard everything it is
that is at stake. You see and hear the
headlines about balancing the budget,
but Mr. Speaker, I am here to tell you
today, and I am not the only one, that
that is not what is taking place.

The budget is not being balanced. I
feel very, very strongly that every
time the national media in particular,
whether linear or in newspapers or
electronic with radio and television,
report the balanced budget negotia-
tions going on, they are doing a dis-
service. I do not want to say it is a
question of lazy journalism. It may
simply be the fact that not sufficient
homework is being done or that we
have moved into a situation in which
news is reported simply on the basis of
what is said by one side and another on
an action-reaction basis, and then no
one bothers to research any more as to
whether anything anybody says is true
or not.

Mr. Speaker, let me put forward to
you the simple proposition that I am
contending is the actual situation with
the nonbalancing of the budget. I do
not know if we want to call it a truth-
in-budgeting proposition, but we most
certainly do not have a balanced budg-
et. Very simply, very plainly, I want to
state, and so far there has been no re-
pudiation of this whatsoever by anyone
in the majority, that there is in fact no
balanced budget, that the budget that
is printed has been available to us
right straight through from the begin-
ning from the majority, does not con-
tain a balancing by the year 2002.

I can understand why the Speaker of
the House said that he arrived, or is re-
ported to have said that he arrived at
the 7-year number by intuition. I can
understand that, because it is all
guesswork. The No. 7, the 7 years, 2002,
is something that was picked out of the

air because they were able to balance
the budget on paper, but on paper only.
It is a charade. It is an illusion.

What is happening, Mr. Speaker, is as
follows: Every year, including this
year, there is going to be a deficit, and
the deficit will be here this year to the
tune of some $245 billion; and the defi-
cit in the year 2002 will be in the neigh-
borhood of $105 to $108 billion, all as-
suming that there are no bumps in the
economic road. In order to mask, in
order to mask those deficits put for-
ward by the Republican majority, put
forward by the Speaker of the House,
they are going to take from the Social
Security trust fund billions upon bil-
lions upon billions of dollars, starting
in the neighborhood of $63 billion this
year and billions upon billions every
year thereafter, up until the year 2002,
in which they will take approximately
$115 billion.

So you see, Mr. Speaker, that if the
deficit in the year 2002 is approxi-
mately $105 billion and you borrow $115
billion, you can claim on paper that
you have a $10 billion surplus.

So I am stating yet once again
today—and I hope the proposition will
attract some interest at some point—
that the negotiations now going on be-
tween the White House and the Repub-
lican majority are not geared toward
balancing the budget. No one who ex-
amines this budget can come to that
conclusion.

Now it is going to be said that it is
balanced, but it is not. Because on the
day that the budget is supposed to be
balanced, we will need an explanation
from Mr. GINGRICH as to how we are to
pay the approximately $636 billion that
has been taken from the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund, plus interest.

My calculations and those of Senator
HOLLINGS and Senator DORGAN in the
other body indicate that that will prob-
ably be in the neighborhood of $1 tril-
lion owed to the Social Security trust
fund by the people who say they are
balancing the budget.

Now I have been a single voice so far,
at least on the floor of this House, try-
ing to bring out what the truth of all of
these budget negotiation shams are all
about. But I can assure you I am not
the only one and will not be the only
one by the time this process is over. I
am going to continue to speak out; I
am going to continue to bring to this
floor the quotations from columns and
observations by others who are begin-
ning to catch on to what this is all
about.

Does anybody out there, do any of
our colleagues really believe that if it
was possible to balance the budget in 7
years that it would not have been done
already? In time to come I will show
how this kind of proposition has been
put forward before. President Reagan
said he was going to do it. President
Bush said he was going to do it. Presi-
dent Clinton indicated he would cer-
tainly like to do it.
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President Reagan was unable to bal-

ance the budget. He put forward a plan
on paper; never worked out. President
Bush said he wanted to do it. Put for-
ward a plan on paper, never worked
out. President Clinton has been unable
to do it.

President Clinton, to give him credit,
as a result of his first budget propo-
sition, has been able to bring down
both the rate of the deficit as well as
the deficit itself, since his first budget
came to the Congress and since we
passed it in 1993. But the plain fact is
that bringing down the deficit, either
in absolute numbers or the rate of the
deficit, is not the same thing as bal-
ancing the budget.

Now, everybody in the country, when
they are told by the Speaker of the
House that we are to use honest num-
bers in balancing the budget in 7 years,
expects that that will be a reflection of
the budgets that they understand.

Mr. Speaker, in your home and my
home I think we know what we mean
by balancing our budget at the end of
the month or at the end of the year. We
have so much revenue come in; we have
so much revenue go out. And if those
books balance at the end of the year,
we say we have balanced our budget.

But you do not balance your budget,
Mr. Speaker, I am certain that you do
not balance your budget in your house-
hold any more than I do in mine, by
telling your spouse that you have bal-
anced the budget, your family has bal-
anced your budget for the year by
stealing your mother’s and father’s So-
cial Security.

I am going to emphasize that. Maybe
stealing is a bit of a harsh word, be-
cause it is only being borrowed, but
some people might call it stealing if
they did not know that it was being
borrowed; and I do not think the aver-
age American taxpayer knows that
that is what is happening.

I am frankly surprised, Mr. Speaker,
that the American Association of Re-
tired Persons has not gotten on this,
the AARP. The various committees to
protect Social Security seem to be si-
lent.

I notice that the Consumers Union
and some of the tax groups, tax justice
groups have been very vocal with re-
spect to Medicare and Medicaid cuts
and expenditures, but in this area of
actually balancing the budget, they
have all been strangely silent. I wonder
about those among our colleagues and
across the Nation who are paying dues
to these organizations. I wonder wheth-
er they might begin to inquire of the
leadership of some of these organiza-
tions that say they are trying to pro-
tect Social Security and provide tax
justice, some of these people that sup-
posedly analyze what is going on in
government, Common Cause.

There is a whole range of organiza-
tions out there that seem to be silent
on this. Why is it that they have not
come forward to indicate that we are
not balancing this budget, unless some-
one has put forward a proposal that I

am unaware of that indicates how we
will pay more than $1 trillion that will
be owed in the year 2002 to the Social
Security trust fund in order to make
up for the money that, on paper, is sup-
posedly balancing the budget?
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Just bringing down the deficit does
not balance the budget. And robbing—
there I go again—I suppose I should not
use that word—borrowing is perhaps
the more appropriate term as far as ac-
countants are concerned. But I can as-
sure you as far as the average taxpayer
is concerned, he or she is going to feel
a little bit upset about the idea of tak-
ing their Social Security trust fund
dollars and putting that money toward
so-called balancing the budget.

I have here in front of me the Na-
tional Journal’s Congress Daily from
Wednesday, yesterday, November 29.
Budget negotiators must close a $730
billion gap.

And I read through this learned pub-
lication. It is depended upon by you
Mr. Speaker, and I, I think, as a
source, a reference point, depended
upon by other members of the public as
being reliable.

It says here the Democratic and Re-
publican budget negotiators began
meeting Tuesday night, face the
daunting task of trying in a few weeks
to bridge the differences totaling at
least $730 billion in entitlement sav-
ings, discretionary spending levels and
tax cuts if they are to agree on a 7-year
balanced budget path this year.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first
time that you have heard that phrase,
the glide path to a balanced budget. It
keeps coming up. But I notice the more
time I spend on this floor talking about
the fact that there will not be a bal-
anced budget, there is no glide path,
except to budget oblivion in 7 years,
the greater the silence that accom-
panies it.

I have invited over and over again
the Speaker to come down and refute
what I am saying, but I understand he
is probably over at the White House or
in touch with those people who are at
the White House doing the negotiating
on this illusory, phony, 7-year
nonbalanced budget. Now I do not
think they are going to be able to fool
Senator DORGAN with it.

I will at some point in the near fu-
ture be reading into the record some of
the points that Senator DORGAN has
made, a Democratic Senator from
North Dakota who is on top of this and
understands it as well as Senator HOL-
LINGS. But the fact is, is that Senate
Budget Chairman DOMENICI says,
‘‘We’re making progress. We will meet
every day this week including Satur-
day. This is a serious effort.’’

If it is a serious effort, I would like
the good Senator to indicate whether
or not they are negotiating how much
money they are going to take out of
Social Security to mask the budget
deficits that they in fact have in this
budget and have in the next budget and

the budget after that all the way up to
the year 2002.

Has anybody come forward to explain
what happens in 2003? Do we suddenly
disappear? Is there some Biblical impli-
cation from this that I am unaware of?
Is there something in the book of Rev-
elation that says that the world as we
know it and particularly the budget of
the United States ends in the year 2002
and somehow we will not have to pay
that $1 trillion in principal and inter-
est that we have taken from Social Se-
curity?

Now, if it is indeed a surplus, and so
we can borrow from it and keep it, as
the budget wizards say, off-budget, now
think about that, Mr. Speaker. How
many of us in our lives when we talk
about a balanced budget to our families
are able to say, Oh, by the way, that
credit card payment? Well, that’s off-
budget. We’re not counting that, be-
cause that credit card came in the
mail. I didn’t really solicit that, so
even though I’ve spent money, even
though I’ve used that card, in this in-
stance the Social Security trust fund
card, I’m not going to count it. That’s
just a surplus.

Well, if it is a surplus, why do we not
give it back? If it is a surplus that is
not needed to pay Social Security to
those who are eligible for it, then why
do we not give it back? Why does a bill
not come forward tomorrow from the
Speaker’s office saying, We’re going to
give that surplus back. We don’t need
it?

I will tell you why. Because we want
to give a tax cut. I hear everybody say-
ing they want a tax cut on the Repub-
lican majority side. They want a tax
cut. Well, let us give a tax cut to those
people who really need it, the people
who pay into the Social Security trust
fund. We have increased taxes before on
Social Security. Why? to make it sol-
vent. We did that in the early 1980’s as
a result of the Greenspan Commission
report which said unless we increased
the amount of taxes that we pay out of
our paychecks every week to Social Se-
curity, we would not have that trust
fund, the trust fund would not be
sound, it would flounder. We would be
unable to make our obligations to So-
cial Security recipients.

And so we raised the taxes on our-
selves. Take a look. It is called FICA
on your paycheck every week. Just
take a look down, when you get all of
the deductions, your State taxes, your
Federal taxes and all the other deduc-
tions that you have, FICA. That is
your Social Security tax.

Well, if there is a surplus in there,
why not give that back? There is your
middle-class tax cut, I submit to you,
Mr. Speaker. There is your middle-
class tax cut. Cut that Social Security
tax.

Well, this is not original with me.
Senator MOYNIHAN and others pre-
viously have indicated, ‘‘Well, look, if
you indeed have this surplus, let’s give
the money back.’’

Well, the hue and cry that went up
when Senator MOYNIHAN first broached
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the subject was something to behold.
No one wanted to give it back because
no one believes for an instant that
there is in fact a surplus there that we
will not need to call upon.

So what we have is a situation in
which a supposed surplus is available
for the picking. And so if you want the
illusion of having a balanced budget,
why not go to the Social Security fund,
take the money, promise at some
vague time in the future to pay it back
with no plan as to how that is to occur,
and then be able to claim to the voting
public that you have a balanced budg-
et?

There is the real tax cut. No, what do
we propose? What does the Republican
majority propose instead? No, let us
have a tax break for the wealthiest
people, and let us take away the tax in-
centives that we have at the very bot-
tom, the so-called earned income tax.
If your wages are below a certain level
for a working family, your taxes are
cut in order to give you more money to
spend to increase your prosperity.

No, we take billions from them, at
the bottom, and give it to those at the
top, when the real tax cut if we wanted
to do that would be to give back the
Social Security surplus.

But if you gave back the Social Secu-
rity surplus, then you could not borrow
from it, could you, to try and fool peo-
ple into thinking you have balanced
the budget.

And so the policy hurdle, it says in
the Congress Daily, negotiators have to
scale after they finish process issues is
evident in six big ticket items.

Tax cuts, which I just mentioned,
and savings from Medicare, Medicaid,
welfare reform, agriculture, and reform
of the aforementioned earned income
tax credit.

Now, do you think that you are real-
ly saving money if you cut Medicare, if
you cut Medicaid? And the welfare re-
form does not include that which is al-
ready available to those who can go to
work in terms of child care, in terms of
health insurance, in terms of education
credits? Of course not. These are no
savings. This is going to be tremendous
pain inflicted on people. And for what?
In order to achieve the illusion of a
balanced budget when no balanced
budget exists.

How is it possible for us to raid So-
cial Security on the one hand, and at
the same time make a claim that tak-
ing money from Medicare and Medic-
aid, those people least able to help
themselves, is in fact a step forward to-
ward the balancing of that budget?

Some of my good friends, my Repub-
lican friends have indicated, well, if
what you say is true, and one or two of
them even indicated they would do a
little homework on it, and I am pleased
that they have that kind of attitude,
that they are always willing to learn as
I hope I am.

They have indicated that if it is in
fact the case that we are going into So-
cial Security, into the trust fund, and
that that could be construed as a

breach of good faith, if you will, with
the public in terms of actually bal-
ancing the budget, if that is the goal,
then they indicate, ‘‘Well, we’ll have to
make even deeper cuts.’’

And I said, well, maybe that’s your
solution. I’m not sure how much more
pain you want to inflict on people than
that which would already occur if we
adopted the proposals that are forth-
coming right now.

But I can assure you in order to do
that, you are going to have to come up
with some $636 billion in addition just
to make that number come out in 7
years.

That may be the proposal. The senti-
ment was expressed to me by freshman
members of the Republican majority,
and inasmuch as at least a reputation
of some sort has grown in the media
that freshman representatives in the
republican majority are trying to work
together, perhaps they can figure out a
way to add an extra $636 billion to at
least attempt to bring the budget into
balance in 7 years.

How they are going to do that with-
out inflicting the pain that I have men-
tioned, I have no idea. That is not my
problem. After all, I am not in the ma-
jority right now. that may change by
1996. I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, if
and when the public makes a deter-
mination that when you tell them you
are going to balance the budget and
take their Social Security money in-
stead, that they are sorely afflicted by
that notion.

Now, I have had discussions with a
great many people in their thirties and
forties and those in their fifties as well,
but particularly the younger voter,
that they fear they will not have their
Social Security available to them when
they get into their sixties, 62, 65, or
whatever number we set as being the
number at which you would be eligible
to collect Social Security, if we change
it.

Now, think about it. if you are in
your thirties out there, and you are
working hard, you are in your forties
and you are beginning to think about,
gee, maybe I have had a career and I
am going to be moving down the road
towards a pension and I am counting
on my Social Security. How many of
those people, Mr. Speaker, do you be-
lieve would like it that their Social Se-
curity trust fund is going to be raided
over the next 7 years in order to ac-
complish the illusion of a balanced
budget?

So I say to those of my colleagues
here, some of whom have made it quite
clear that they do not intend to make
Congress their career, although as I un-
derstand if the Constitution is still op-
erative, none of us can make it a career
past 2 years, every 2 years we have to
renew our license or the people renew a
license for us in order to sit here, none
of us have a right to be here except by
leave of our constituents. And those
constituents may take offense if they
believe that we have abused the privi-
lege of our office by saying to them

that we have balanced the budget in 7
years and taken their Social Security
funds in the process. I think some ques-
tions are going to start to come up for
people when they have to answer those
questions.

Senator GRAMM of Texas, from the
other body has said, I am quoting again
from the National Journal. He is con-
cerned the way it is going to be
breached—he is talking about the bal-
anced budget in 7 years—concerned the
way it is going to be breached is by as-
suming away the problems by changing
the economics so negotiators have to
cut less to get to balance.
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That very well may be. Maybe Sen-
ator GRAMM knows more than some of
the other negotiators over there. I wish
he would be a little more specific about
it.

The National Journal seems to say
that, seems to feel that the GOP, and I
am quoting again, the GOP reconcili-
ation bill over 7 years calls for the sav-
ings, again, of $270 billion in Medicare,
$163 billion in Medicaid, $75 billion
from welfare reform, $32 billion from
the working poor and the earned in-
come tax credit, $13 billion from agri-
culture, plus the $245 billion in tax
cuts.

We keep seeing those numbers. Why
did we not see in all of these reports
that come out the $636 billion in Social
Security that is being taken?

Mr. Speaker, I think that if our good
friends in some of the organizations
that I mentioned previously would ex-
amine the issue, they would find that
what I am talking about is, in fact,
taking place.

Now, it may be said that in the past,
and going back as far as Mr. Truman’s
administation, let us go back to World
War II, and I have the figures here in
front of me, courtesy of Senator HOL-
LINGS, it may be said that as far back
as in 1945 and 1948, the last said that as
far back as in 1945 and 1948, the last
year of Mr. Truman’s administration
before his election in 1948 over Mr.
Dewey, that they actually ran a sur-
plus, and I may say to you that in 1948
the U.S. budget outlays in billions of
dollars was $29.8 billion, $3 billion of
which came from trust funds. The real
deficit was nonexistent. We had a $5.1
billion surplus in that year, and the
gross Federal debt, as opposed to the
deficit, for that year, the debt that we
owed was some $252 billion. Now, do
not forget we had just concluded World
War II.

Obviously, the investment that had
to be made by this country in advanc-
ing the cause of World War II was such
that our debt, our national debt, was
$252 billion. We were on our way to-
ward moving on that debt, reducing the
deficit by not only balancing the budg-
et but by actually producing a surplus
of $5 billion.

By the time we got to the end of
President Bush’s time in office, by the
time in 1992 we finished that particular
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year, the budget for the year in terms
of outlays had risen to $1,381,000,000,000.
Trust funds we were into to the tune of
$113 billion. The real deficit was $403
billion, and our gross Federal debt had
moved to $4 trillion. The interest
alone, Mr. Speaker, at that point had
come to $292 billion.

I submit that we are not making any
changes in that except for the budget
that President Clinton put forward.
Whatever fault President Clinton may
be assigned by the Republican major-
ity, they can not deny, or rather should
not deny, obviously they can if they
wish, but it would be a political state-
ment as opposed to a statement which
is borne out by the facts, the fact is
that the budget deficit and the rate of
the deficit has gone down under Presi-
dent Clinton. We can have arguments
about that, whether that is a good
thing or a bad thing in terms of the
overall prosperity of the Nation.

On the whole, there seems to be
agreement that it has been a good
thing. The economy as a whole has
prospered, if this has not been shared,
as my good friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. OWENS], has indicated
in remarks just previous to my own,
but that remains another issue to be
resolved.

The facts are that in terms of the
deficit, in terms of the rate and the ab-
solute numbers of the deficit, President
Clinton has succeeded to this point.

So now comes Mr. GINGRICH with his
contract, saying the budget will be bal-
anced and picking this number. Now, it
may be fair. And, Mr. Speaker, at this
juncture to indicate that in future dis-
cussions, hopefully with other Mem-
bers who feel as I do, that I will be in-
dicating to you how it might be, how a
genuine deficit reduction, debt reduc-
tion and balancing of the budget can
take place.

There are no magic formulas in-
volved. There is no sleight of hand, no
legerdemain, no David Copperfield illu-
sions to it. It is a tough, hard road to
go, and it is lengthy. It will take dis-
cipline of many Congresses, not just
whatever time the good people of this
country might give to you or to me,
Mr. Speaker, to be here. It involves
separating capital expenditures from
operating expenditures, just the way
you do in your own family, just the
way we do and did and do now in the
city council in Honolulu on which I
served, just the way we did and do now
in the State legislature in the State of
Hawaii, and I am sure you do in your
area, Mr. Speaker.

I guess my timing was pretty good
then as I got to my conclusion about
what is to be done. We will be bringing
forward that proposition, Mr. Speaker,
about the sensible way to solve the
problem of long-term debt, of bal-
ancing the budget with using true and
honest figures and not raiding or em-
bezzling money, as the late Senator
John Heinz put it, money from the So-
cial Security trust fund.

With that, Mr. Speaker, it remains
only to say this: that if we are going to

use honest numbers and we truly want
to balance the budget, let us do it
forthrightly, let us do it honestly, let
us not try and fool the American peo-
ple. Let us see to it that we are able to
bring forward a budget that we can
stand here and say with veracity to the
American people: We have truly acted
in your interest.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ACKERMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of
personal business.

Mr. HOSTETTLER (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY), for today, on account of
official business.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DOGGETT, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 60 minutes, today.
Ms. MCKINNEY, for 60 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 60 minutes, today.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 60 minutes,

today.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, for 60

minutes, today.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. TIAHRT) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes each
day on December 5 and December 6.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TIAHRT) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MARTINI, in three instances.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.
Mr. ISTOOK.
Mr. SPENCE.
Mr. BARTON of Texas.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
Mr. HUTCHINSON.
Mr. BEREUTER.
Mr. HUNTER.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PALLONE) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. BERMAN.
Mr. TEJEDA.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. FOGLIETTA.
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois.
Ms. DELAURO.
Mr. POSHARD.
Ms. FURSE.
Mr. SERRANO.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. ABERCROMBIE) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. CONYERS.
Mr. LEVIN.
Mr. FIELDS of Texas.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. RICHARDSON.
Mr. PORTER.
Mr. MFUME.
Mr. ROEMER.
Mr. FARR.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Ms. PELOSI.

f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1341. An act to provide for the transfer
of certain lands to the Salt River Pima-Mar-
icopa Indian Community and the city of
Scottsdale, Arizona, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Resources and the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2519. An act to facilitate contribu-
tions to charitable organizations by codify-
ing certain exemptions from the Federal se-
curities laws, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 2525. An act to modify the operation
of the antitrust laws, and of State laws simi-
lar to the antitrust laws, with respect to
charitable gift annuities.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 2491. An act to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 105 of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
1996.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, December 4,
1995, at 12 noon.

f
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